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Reply to Office Action of 03/25/2005 

REMARKS 

The Office Action of March 25, 2005 has bem reviewed and the comments tl .erein were 
carefully considered. Claims 1-22 are pending in this application. Claims 1-22 staj d rejected. 
In view of the Remarks below, the Applicant believes all the claims are in coidition for 
allowance, and respectfully requests such action. 

Rejection Under 35 USC §112: 

Claim 10 stands rejected under 35 USC §112 as being indefinite for failing; to )articularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant regards as the Iilvcd ion. More 
specifically, the Office Action asserts there is insufficient antecedent basis for **the p rotocol" as 
recited in the claim. The Applicant thanks the Examiner for noticing this ioadve rtent error. 
Through this Response and Amendment, the Applicant has amended claim 10 to prop rly depend 
from Claim 9, which affirmatively recites 'ihe protocol". In view of the Applicant's 
amendment, the Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection. 

Rejection Under 35 USC §102: 

Claims 1-9, 1 1-18 and 19-22 are rejected under 35 USC §1 02(b) as being ani cipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 5,951,651 to Lakshman, ctal. ("Lakshman'O 

The Office Action asserts Lakshman discloses a device for filtering data wher* in the data 
is formatted in a packet having discrete segments. More specifically, the Examiner : sserts CoL 
4, lines 54-55 and Col, 5, lines 7-16 of Lakshman teach the step of selecting a1 lea Jt two of a 
plurality of fixed length filters to filter the at least two clusters. Neither the ciled t ;xt nor the 
remainder of the specification discloses the use of filters of a fixed length , Indee<l, th ? filters are 
merely defined as ranges that have starting (si) and ending (ei) points. (CoL 3, lines ♦6-48) and 
as shown in Fig. 3 of Lakshman, the filters (fl, f2,...) have different lengths. 

The Office Action also asserts CoL 4, lines 30-33 of the reference disclos(:s a plurality of 
filters having a common length; however, the disclosed 'common length* reforrej 1 to in the 
Office Action is discussed in regards to bit vectors (see 75a, 75b), not to the fillers. If in a bit 
vector, a bit location has a value of M', then the corresponding filter is takei into use. 
Moreover, the length of the filters taught in Lakshman cannot be said to be 2 bytes a* the vector 
75b is said to hold in its each bit location a '0* or a ' 1' according to die specification ( :ol 4, lines 
33-37) and in any regard, does not meet the other limitations of base claim. 
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Lakshman also does not disclose a plurality of fixed length filters having an >ffset value 
corresponding to one of the discrete segments of the packet. Indeed, the specificati ^n cited by 
the Examiner discusses bit locations on a bit vector not the filters. 

In regards to Claims 6 and 17, the Examiner asserts Col. 2, lines 23-34 oi Lakshman 
discloses "at least two clusters of data is fotmatted in accordance wifh a first pro ocol and a 
second one of the at least two clusters of data is formatted in accordance with a iseco id protocol 
different than the first protocol". Both claims require at least two clusters fctmatted in 
accordance with different protocols. This is described, for example, in paragtrap? 20 of our 
application. Indeed, the cited text of Lakshman sets forth "[t]he instant invention is a hardware 
implemented filter that designates one of a plurality of filter rules resident in a louti r or packet 
forwarding engine that routes packets^ e.g., IP packets, over a network, such as, e.g., the 
Internet". (Col. 2, lines 23-24). The cited text or the remainder of the Lakshmm s )ecification 
does not disclose the use of at least two clusters of data formatted in accordance ' /ith two or 
more different protocols, therefore the Applicant respectfully requests reconsid :ration and 
withdrawal of the rejection. 

Lastly, the rules of the present invention may be used for any portion of the packet, 
v4iereas Lakshman discloses rules created for each dimension (parameter in the 1 eader). In 
Laksham, the bitmap vectors for each dimension are combined, whereas claimed ei ibodiments 
of the present invention directly combine the filters. 

In view of the Remarks above, the Applicant respectfully requests wiihdr; wal of the 
rejection. 

Dauble Patenting Rejection 

Claims 1-22 arc rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness ype double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 4-6, 8-10 and 12 of U.S. Patent No. 6j2i ,241. 

The applicant is filing a terminal disclaimer along with this response to ov( r come the 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 
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CONCXUSION 

Applicants respectfully submit that the instant application is in condition foi allowance. 
A notice to this efiect is respectfully requested. Please feel free to contact the i ndersigned 
should any questions arise with respect to this case that may be addressed by telcphpD 

Respectfolly submittc^ 

Date: June 7, 2005 Bv: /7^ ^ ^ 

Charles L. Miller 
Registration No. 43,805 
Banner & Witcoff, Lti . 
10 South Wackcr Drive 
Suite 3000 

Chicago, Illinois 60606 
Telephone: 312-463-500) 
FacsimUe: 312-463-5001 
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